perform the action, for that reason. Non-standard reasons for an action or an attitude are such that one can conform to, but not follow directly.
The importance of the distinction is shown by its relevance to many other issues.
Not least that having a belief for adequate truth-related reasons is rational, and having it for non-truth-related reasons (i.e. when one's [belief in] non-truth-related reasons to believe is -part of -the explanation of why one believes), even if useful and desirable, is irrational. This vindicates a familiar thought: epistemic reasons can warrant belief. Nontruth-related reasons cannot. So while it may be best (because it is advantageous, or conducive to the common good, etc.) to believe that, e.g., one's loved ones are in perfect health, or that one will win a competition, the factors which make it so are not epistemic reasons for that belief. They are non-standard practical reasons for having the belief.
Epistemic Reasons & Reasons for Action -Some Differences
It is time to turn to the difference between reasons for action and epistemic reasons. I will focus on evidence-based reasons. Here are some others: That today is Friday the 17th is reason to believe that Sunday will be the 19th. That the visitor I expect is a bachelor is reason to believe that he is male. That citizens have a right to vote in elections and that you are a citizen, is reason to believe that you have a right to vote. Logical, conceptual, norm-based, expert-based, testimonial and other epistemic reasons differ from evidence in important respects. The crucial differences, the first two below, apply to all of them, and that makes it unnecessary to discuss them separately.
a) The first two: Pluralism and Value
Two fundamental differences between epistemic and practical reasons 8 follow from the maxims. Epistemic reasons are governed by one concern: determination whether the belief for which they are reasons is or is not true. Reasons for a single action may, and typically are, governed by many concerns. A single action can serve or 8 As indicated at the outset I will argue that reasons for action are but one kind of practical reasons. However, to expedite expression I will refer to them using the generic category, 'practical reasons' rather than the less flexible in use 'reasons for action'. What I say is meant to be true of all practical reasons. disserve a number of intrinsic values: It may be an act of friendship and of justice.
Moreover, even when the reasons for an action derive from a single value the action may serve independent concerns: a single act can advance the welfare of several individuals, when the interest of each of them is a reason, an independent reason, to perform it. 9 To the extent that reasons for action represent independent concerns, we have reason to satisfy all of them. When reasons deriving from independent concerns conflict it is impossible to do so. In that case whatever we do some of the concerns which generate reasons for us will remain unsatisfied (by our actions at the time).
Hence when (independent) reasons for action conflict, even when it is clear which action is supported by the better reason, there is some loss, consisting in the fact that even when we successfully do our best there are concerns that we have reason to meet or satisfy which were left unsatisfied. Typically, concerns which remain unsatisfied provide reason for some action in the future, to satisfy them, or if impossible (or unjustified because of further conflicts) to do the second best, to come as close to
satisfying them as possible (which is what compensation often is). If I have reason to
have a relaxed weekend by the seaside and a stronger conflicting reason to work in the office to meet an urgent deadline, then I should work in the office and find a way of taking half a day off on Monday to get at least some holiday.
There is no close analogue of the need to satisfy independent concerns and therefore no close analogue of reasons for compensatory actions in epistemic reasons.
Epistemic reasons can conflict, but all of them are about the truth of the propositions for or against belief in which they are reasons. happily replaced when better ones are available. She used this difference between practical and epistemic reasons to explain the absence of epistemic akrasia.
To put it in my own terms: because there is no possibility that the lesser reason for belief serves a concern which is not served better by the better reason there is no possibility of preferring to follow what one takes to be the lesser reason rather than the better one. The possibility of akrasia depends on the fact that belief that a practical reason is defeated by a better conflicting reason is consistent with belief that it serves a concern which the better reason does not, and which can motivate one to follow it. There are several such people. So I have a reason to help each of them. Each of these reasons represents an independent concern, and they can conflict with each other, even though they all derive from the same value.
Second, epistemic reasons do not derive from the value of having that belief in the way that reasons for an action derive from the value of that action. It is not the case that there is always value in having a true belief, whatever it is. Nor is it the case that it is always a disvalue to have a false belief. If that is so, and since there can always be reasons for believing at least any true proposition, it follows that reasons for belief are not provided by values in the way that reasons for action are. 14 One may object that it is possible to define epistemic reasons as reasons which warrant belief, thus eliminating the difference between the two kinds of reason. Such a move is, however, too artificial to make any difference. We can identify practical reasons independently of whether they are presumptively sufficient, simply by identifying their normative force. We then show by example or argument that they are presumptively sufficient. If one insists on defining complete epistemic reasons as those which are presumptively sufficient to warrant belief it would follow that there are good, independent epistemic reasons, which are not complete reasons. They nevertheless have normative force and that would be enough to establish the difference between practical and epistemic reasons, as there are no practical reasons with normative force which are not sufficient to warrant action.
This contrast between epistemic and practical reasons is made possible by an important difference between belief and action. We can suspend belief, but not suspend action. Suspending belief means believing neither the proposition nor its contradictory.
But there is no third option between doing an action and not doing it. If not performing an action is the contradictory of performing it then suspension of action, that is neither performing it nor not performing it, is not possible. But while this difference between action and belief makes room for the possibility of undefeated epistemic reasons which do not warrant beliefs, it does not in itself explain the difference. The explanation for this lies in the first two differences. Given that epistemic reasons are governed by a single concern they have, as we saw, the character of clues, and like clues they may be both good clues and insufficient to enable one to rationally form a view about the solution. Analogously, evidence may be good evidence but insufficient to warrant belief.
On the other hand, a practical reason exists only if there is some good or some point in performing the action for which it is a reason. This is what it is to be a reason, to be a fact which confers value or point on the action. Hence, a single reason is sufficient to
give point or value to the action, and absent any other reason it is sufficient to justify it.
Generalizing the Contrast: Practical & Adaptive Reasons
Reasons ( 
a) The Case of Emotions
Standard reasons for belief are adaptive, while non-standard reasons for belief are practical. How about reasons for or against having an emotion? I will just introduce the topic which is too large to deal with here. The role of reasons in our emotional life is very different from their role in our beliefs. I will mention only two differences. First, reasons allow much greater latitude regarding whether an emotion is required. For the most part even when appropriate there is nothing amiss in not having it. Fear is appropriate when facing great danger, but only exceptionally would its absence when in danger be against reason. Nor is its appropriate degree strictly regulated by reason.
Second, emotions do not necessarily respond to reasons with the immediacy which characterises belief's relationship to reasons. When convinced that a belief is not supported by reasons we lose the belief, but typically realising that we were mistaken to think that there were reasons for an emotion does not instantly kill off the emotion. A period of adjustment is usually needed. These and other differences notwithstanding, emotions, like beliefs, are subject to at least two kinds of reasons. For we can usefully distinguish between affect-justifying reasons for emotions and practical reasons for having an emotions, which are not affect-justifying reasons.
Affect-justifying reasons are part of a case for the emotion being an appropriate response to how things are. Affect-justifying reasons are reasons awareness of which could rationally induce, as well as (other things being equal) establish the rationality of, having an emotion. Having been insulted is an affect-justifying reason for resentment.
The fact that anger with one's competitor may, in the circumstances, improve one's chances of winning the competition is not an affect-justifying reason. Absent any other reason for anger, it will be irrational to be angry for that reason. 15 But that anger will help one win the competition is a practical reason (not necessarily a sufficient one) for experiencing that emotion.
Affect-justifying reasons are adaptive. We can test their independence of value as before: Given that I am afraid of the journey (for no reason) do I have any reason at all to make my journey dangerous and make my fear appropriate? Given that I am jealous of Abe, do I have any reason to induce Abe to do something which will give me reason to be jealous of him? Only in jokes. The same applies to other emotions: we have adaptive reasons that they be appropriate given how things stand. But it is not the case that when we have an emotion there is always value in it being appropriate. Sometimes this is so, but sometimes the reverse is the case.
To be sure, the very meaning of 'appropriate to the way things are' when applied to emotions, is problematic in ways in which the appropriateness to the way things are 15 Judgements of irrationality are notoriously tricky to analyse. One complication regarding the rationality of the emotions results from the fact that we may have (sometimes conflicting) affectjustifying and practical reasons for them. Anger with my competitor, deliberately induced to help me win the competition, may, in so far as it was so induced, not be irrational, while being irrational in so far as my competitor did nothing to merit that anger. Perhaps the best way to sort out this apparent conflict is to say that my inducing the anger was not irrational, even though being angry is irrational. So far so similar to beliefs -affect-justifying reasons are the standard reasons for emotions, and they are adaptive. There are, however, also non-standard reasons for emotions, which are practical reasons. Arguably, however, matters are much more complex. As I have already mentioned, given the circumstances reasons for emotions may require an emotion. Not having the emotion in such circumstances may show a deficiency in the people concerned. But we are unlikely to take them to be factors which contribute to a judgement that the person lacking the emotion is irrational.
Furthermore, at least sometimes the deficiency may be a moral deficiency. Think, e.g., of people who do not feel compassion when it is appropriate, and 'required', as it were, to feel compassion. We are likely to think of this as a moral blemish, but not as a case of irrationality, not even if the person believes that compassion is required. Why not?
Does it mean that the reason for the emotion is a moral, therefore a practical reason?
That would show that there are standard practical reasons for emotions. But it would not explain why flouting them is not irrational, even if one is aware that one is flouting them.
But perhaps even though the emotion is a moral emotion, and its inappropriate absence or presence is a moral defect, the reason for the emotion is an adaptive reason.
We can compare these cases to the moral deficiency betrayed by one's beliefs, which does not show that the reasons for the beliefs are themselves practical reasons. That would explain why the deficiency does not affect judgement of rationality (the reasons are adaptive, and we assume permissive in the cases under consideration) while also explaining how emotions can contribute to the evaluation of the morality of one's life or character.
b) Actions
There seem to be no adaptive reasons for actions, no sense of a reason for action which is unrelated to its value. Does the fact that all reasons for action are practical reasons mean that there are no non-standard reasons for action? Or does it mean that they require some alternative explanation? I think that the latter is the case.
The case for there being non-standard reasons for action arises out of the familiar case of actions which have a certain value only if they are not performed in order to realise that value. Some may say that where the value of an action cannot be realised if it is done in order to realise it then that value does not provide a reason for the action which would have it. The alternative is to take it as providing a reason to perform the action but not for that reason. In other words, the value of the action is a reason which is conformed with only if it is not followed. Performance of the act which manifests the value need not be coincidental. We may create some other reasons (e.g.
by an appropriate bet, or by habituation to follow an appropriate rule) for performing the action. 16 (Such manipulation is not always possible, but then not always can we 16 We may want to distinguish two senses of following a reason: (1) one follows a reason to Φ which applies to one if, for that reason, one does something to facilitate one's Φ-ing, and (2) one follows a reason to Φ if one Φs for that reason. Where an action has value only if performed not in order to realise that value it can be followed in sense (1), but not in sense (2) which is the standard sense of the expression (and to which I referred earlier as 'directly following').
conform to reasons which apply to us). This suggests that even such values provide reasons for the actions which have them.
These will be, though, non-standard reasons for action. The value of the action cannot be the reason for which the action is done: We cannot successfully perform the action we have reason to perform for that reason (because the action we have reason to perform is 'to perform a specific act but not for that reason'). But the reason is a reason to get ourselves to perform the action. So it seems that there are both standard and non-standard reasons for action, both kinds being practical reasons.
c) Intentions
Intentions present complications of their own. Reasons for action are either reasons for intentional actions, or for actions which need not be intentional. Put another way, practical reasons may be conformed to either only by an intentional action, or by actions which need not be intentional. Either way they are also reasons for intending the action, because performing it intentionally is a way of performing it. 17 If the reason is to perform an intentional action then having the intention is necessary for conforming with the reason. But even if the action need not be intentional intending it is the normal way to secure its performance, and therefore an undefeated reason for the action is also a reason for intending it.
Reasons to Φ are standard reasons for intending to Φ. But there can be others.
There can be reasons to intend an action which are independent of whether there is reason for the action. I will call them independent reasons (for intentions). For example, it may be a good thing to reassure some people that I will perform an action, say in a year's time. This may be so even though there is no reason to perform the action. 18 If I now intend to perform the action they will be reassured. So I have a reason to intend to perform an action which I do not have, and I know that I do not have, adequate reason to perform. A few months down the line that reason may disappear (e.g. it may become 17 Reasons to perform an action unintentionally are the sole exception to the above. 18
The Toxin Puzzle (Gregory Kavka, 'The Toxin Puzzle', Analysis 43 (1983) 33) raises the question whether when we believe that there is reason against an act we can still respond to a reason for having the intention. The phenomenon here discussed is wider, in not relying on a belief that there are reasons against the act.
clear that the action will be performed anyway, if not by this agent then by another). In fact the agent never performs the action. Nevertheless he had a reason to intend it at the time.
19
Just as a reason to perform an action is also a reason to intend the action so, at least in many cases, an independent reason to intend an action is, ipso facto, a reason to perform the action so intended. Sometimes this will be so because it is impossible to intend to Φ without Φ-ing, as is the case when the intention is the one embedded in the action (the intention with which we perform an intentional action), or more generally, when performing the action will make it easier to have the intention to perform it we may have a reason to perform the action to facilitate having the intention.
The question is: is it possible to intend to perform an action, which we do not believe that we have any (other) reason to perform, for an independent reason for that intention? We can manipulate ourselves to have such an intention, for example by inducing in ourselves false beliefs about the case for the action, and we can come to have such beliefs through self-deception. We may even be able to create reasons to perform the action (e.g. promise to do so) thus making it possible to intend to perform it. Such cases do not show that it is possible to intend to perform an action for an independent reason. If they are the only ways in which we can follow independent reasons for having an intention then such reasons are non-standard. Like other nonstandard reasons they are practical reasons. If so then as with reasons for action, both standard and non-standard reasons for having intentions are practical reasons.
To examine the matter suppose that one has an intention which one has only independent reasons to have. Regarding beliefs, emotions and actions, if they need to be supported by what the agents take to be adequate reasons to be rational then they are irrational if agents believe that they are supported only by non-standard reasons.
Emotions and beliefs are irrational in these circumstances because the reasons needed to make them rational are adaptive reasons, and the agents believe that they are supported only by practical reasons. Actions are irrational in these circumstances 19 Sometimes there may be reasons against having intentions when there is no reason for the action. I will disregard such cases. because while they are supported, as they should be, by practical reasons, these reasons are followed in a self-defeating way. Non-standard reasons for intentions are practical.
So the question turns on whether directly following them is impossible or self-defeating.
Here is an example: suppose that you offer me something worth having ( belief that there is reason to perform the action one intends then I cannot form such an intention for the independent reason, for I do not now believe that there will be a reason to perform the action tomorrow. 20 In conclusion independent reasons to form future directed intentions can be followed only indirectly, by making ourselves form them, but we cannot form future directed intentions for independent reasons.
Therefore independent reasons for future directed intentions are non-standard reasons.
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A similar conclusion is arrived at by N. Shah in 'How action governs intention', who writes: 'The constitutive norm for intention is this: intending to A is correct only if A-ing is the thing to do.' However, he disregards the possibility that independent reasons to intend to A provide reasons to A.
But, both reasons for the (to be intended) action, and independent reasons for having the intention embedded in an intentional action are standard reasons for intentions.
Standard and Non-standard Reasons -again
The distinction between practical and adaptive reasons, as drawn here, depends on the prior distinction between standard and non-standard reasons. I identify nonstandard reasons as reasons for some action or attitude which cannot be (directly)
followed (call this 'The Condition'). In discussion Kieran Setyah raised an objection, whose exploration will help clarify the nature of the distinction.
Can the standard/non-standard distinction rest on The can-be-directly-followed Condition? Is it not the case that anything which anyone takes to be a reason can be followed by that person? Is that not what we mean when saying that it is taken to be a reason? How can one take something to be a reason without following it as a reason?
Suppose that one replies that The Condition applies only to ("real") reasons. It is not a test by which to determine what is taken to be a reason and is not. There are independent ways of establishing whether a fact is a reason for someone to do something or to have some attitude. Allowing this point does not altogether resolve the difficulty. Suppose that a certain fact is a reason. For example, imagine that someone promises Jake a large sum of money if he believes that P. By all accounts this is a reason to have that belief. I claim that it is a non-standard reason for it cannot be followed. But suppose that Jake does not think that. Suppose that he is philosophically minded (it is possible to develop the example so as to get rid of this assumption) and believes that the promise is an ordinary, standard, reason for believing that P, and that as a result he comes to believe that P. Of course, I will say that he has not followed the reason that the promise gave him, that he deceives himself into believing that he followed the reason and that it is a standard reason for belief. Perhaps. But that cannot be established by The Condition. I am presupposing that he did not follow the reason because I take it not to be standard. But I have to establish that he did not follow the reason first. I have to establish this independently of assuming that the reason is not standard, for only this way would The following-a-reason Condition establish which reasons are standard.
Could one reply that The Condition is about following-reasons-without-beingguilty-of-conceptual-confusions, whereas Jake is conceptually confused and only because of that can he follow the reason directly? But that reply concedes too much. It seems to me that the more accurate reply is that, just as in the case of "folllowing" something which is no reason at all, Jake merely thinks that he is following the reason, whereas in fact he does not. He is self-decieved.
That establishes that the question of whether one follows a reason is not purely a matter of how the agent understands his situation. To follow a reason he must behave in a way which is possible given the nature of that reason. That I am thirsty is a reason for me to drink the water in front of me. But it is not a reason to call my mother.
Suppose that I say (bizzarely, but bizarre things happen) that my reason for calling my mother was that I was thirsty. Barring some complicated story to make the claim true, I
am ( Turn now to adaptive reasons for belief and emotions. Here the case is different.
The reasons which are in fact non-standard do not comply with the maxims governing such reasons: they are not part of a case for the beliefs or emotions being appropriate (not part of the case for the truth of the belief, and whatever substitutes for truth in the case of various emotions). 22 That too is part of the nature of the reasons. The question is: why does that show that the reasons cannot be followed? Here we need to rely on the various points made in drawing the distinction in section one (the case of emotions is analoguous, but their discussion here is too sketchy to allow one to do more than to rely on the analogy based on their character as adaptive reasons). Perhaps most importantly the fact that non-epistemic reasons cannot serve to warrant belief shows that they cannot be followed. Ultimately, however, the explanation of the force of this point depends on understanding the normativity of reasons, their hold on us, a matter I deal with elsewhere.
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Setiya offers the following example: 'If you offer me a lot of money to intend to buy an apple tomorrow, it seems that I can follow that reason, deciding to buy an apple and doing so (so long as I think it is sufficiently likely that I will buy the apple tomorrow).' That seems to me to be mistaken. Whatever happens today, come tomorrow I will not buy the apple. I would not be able to think of a single reason to do so. (There is no problem if I can now think of a reason, independently of the offer, to buy an apple tomorrow -but that is irrelevant to our case). So I will not buy the apple. If I know that now (as I can do) then I know that buying the apple will not help me in forming the intention now to buy it tomorrow. So I have no reason to buy the apple, and your offer does not constitute one. Hence the offer, though it is a reason for having the intention, is not one which can be followed. Of course, people form intentions when they should know that that is silly so often that we think that we could do so in this case as well. And indeed if we are confused or mistaken we will succeed. But, when we do so we merely think that we follow the reason (if we do). We do not in fact do so.
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Non-standard reasons for actions and intentions do conform to the maxims governing actions and intentions in being part of the case for the value or point of the actions or intentions.
Special Practical Reasons for Beliefs and Emotions?
There is one last question to consider: we saw that there are standard and nonstandard reasons for actions and standard and non-standard reasons for having intentions. The question is are the practical reasons for having beliefs or emotions distinct types of practical reasons, on a par with reasons for actions and for intentions, or are they simply reasons for actions (and for intentions)? Surface appearances suggest that practical reasons for having beliefs and emotions are just that. They suggest that it distorts things to regard them as reasons for action. Perhaps they yield instrumental reasons for action, as the way of bringing it about that we conform to the primary reasons to have those beliefs and emotions. But it would merely distort things to deny that there are practical reasons for beliefs and for emotions.
But this argument from surface appearances is suspect. Consider: we have reasons to have efficient transport systems, and good housing. Does it mean that there are distinct transport and housing types of practical reasons? In a way there are, but that is simply to classify practical reasons by the subject matter they relate to. That is not the sense in which epistemic reasons differ from reasons for emotions, or reasons for actions differ from reasons for intentions. These distinctions are based on the thought that reasons are normative and we respond to them through recognising them as such.
Our beliefs respond to reasons: as we recognise epistemic reasons our beliefs change in line with them. With due modifications the same is true of emotions, and of intentions.
The basic classification of reasons is a classification of standard reasons, because the fact that they can be followed is what makes reasons into reasons.
We also respond to non-standard reasons for beliefs and emotions, but we do so directly by performing actions and only indirectly by changing our beliefs and emotions. Non-standard reasons for belief are like reasons for having good houses, they are reasons for actions which will have those results. The result is that all non-standard reasons are practical reasons. All non-standard reasons for one thing are standard reasons for another: a non-standard reason to believe that P is a standard reason to bring it about that I believe that P. 23 A non-standard reason to Φ is a standard reason to bring it about that I Φ. actions. But does not that simply undermine the argument I used in the previous paragraph? To think so is to misconceive the relations of intention and action, imagining that when acting intentionally one acts by forming an intention which causes one to act.
In fact the intention of an intentional action is not a mental event separate from the action but an aspect of the action, the way it is performed. One responds to a (perceived) adequate reason to act by acting (intentionally). Sometimes we respond now to (as we see it) an adequate reason to act in the future by forming now an intention to act in the future. Future-directed intentions are separate from the actions. The reasons for them, though normally deriving from the reasons for the actions, are a distinctive kind of reasons simply in virtue of the fact that we respond to them directly by forming
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It is also, and this is true of practical reasons generally, a standard reason to believe that there is a reason to bring about that I believe that P. the intentions. But reasons for action do not require future-directed intentions. We can respond to them by acting.
24

Conclusion
The distinction between adaptive and practical reasons has important consequences. For example, we may well say that practical and adaptive reasons do not conflict. While we may have epistemic reasons for a particular belief and a practical reason not to have it the two conflict neither in the way that two epistemic nor in the way that two practical reasons conflict. The outcome of "conflict" between adaptive and practical reasons is not, as in genuine conflict between practical reasons or between epistemic ones, that the better reason prevails. They are not in competition, and reasons of neither kind can be better than reasons of the other. Rather, adaptive reasons, being the standard reasons for belief or for having emotions, prevail. Practical reasons, being non-standard, can 'win' only by stealth. 25 There is much here which remains to be explored, not least being the question: in what sense are reasons of the two types reasons in the same sense? This is due to their being normative in the same sense. These are mattes for another occasion. 26 In this article I merely tried to help to sort out the terrain, to show that normativity is not to be explained by value, and to endorse one implication of Bernard Williams's work, namely that the key to normativity is in the concept of following a reason.
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Scanlon's discussion of the same issue is similar in some respects, but he mistakenly concludes that 'judgement-sensitive attitudes constitute the class of things for which reasons in the standard normative sense can sensibly be asked for or offered' (What We Owe to Each Other, Harvard U.P. 1998, 21). The mistake leading to this conclusion is his view that 'actions are the kind of things for which normative reasons can be given only insofar as they are intentional, that is are the expression of judgement-sensitive attitudes'. That is at best ambiguous. Of course we respond to reasons intentionally. But it does not follow that reasons are always for intentional actions, that they can be conformed with only by intentional actions. There are plenty of reasons which are conformed with by actions, intentional or otherwise.
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Note though that standard and non-standard reasons for action, both being practical, do conflict in a straightforward way. And the same is true of reasons for intentions.
26
See my 'Reason, Reasons & Normativity' Unpublished.
